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Bryan
Petrucci:

This, for the panelists, we are looking at overhead A. It's in
your packet. This is a graph. Graphs can be very boring, but this

is one of the most exciting graphs I have ever seen in a long time.
It was developed by an agricultural economist named Stewart
Smith who was with the Joint Economic Committee of Congress
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and is now at the University of Maine, and it comes from a paper
entitled "Is There Farming in Agriculture's Future? The Impact
of Biotechnology." That may sound kind of strange--to wonder
if farming could ever not be a part of agriculture--but Smith
makes a very compelling argument as to why that might happen
in the future. Allow me to briefly explain this chart to you.
The x-axis of this graph, of course, is time: from 1910 to
1990. The y-axis is the percent of market share of agriculture.
Essentially, all of the wealth that agriculture generates is by taking
solar energy and transforming that into plant and animal tissue.
We go from 0% to 100% of that. Smith divides agriculture into
essentially three sectors. The market sector, which is everyone
involved in agriculture who buys and sells processes. The input
sector, which are the implement dealers, chemical dealers, anyone
that supplies products to the agriculture industry. And then the
farm sector, which is a fancy word for farmers. Now over time,
Smith has done some trends analyses on these issues. From 1910
to 1990, the market sector had a total increase of 44% to 67%.
It captured that much more of the wealth of agriculture. The input
sector over that same period went from 15% to 24%, a significant
increase. During that same period, the farm sector, again farmers,
went from 41% of the market share to roughly 9% of the market
share. Now these are significant losses, and what Smith contends,
is that if these trends are allowed to continue, at some point in the
future (now we are not sure when that would be) that this might
happen. Essentially, we reach a point out here where there are no
farmers left. And when I mean no farmers left, I am talking about
farmers defined as independent producers who operate as small
businessmen and have a vested interest in the land they farm.
Now there will probably always be people out driving tractors and
bailing hay and mucking out stalls, but the question is will they
be the same people who we know as farmers today? And I think
that I am not an agricultural economist, but I think that this is a
fairly clear explanation of some of the things that we may be
looking at when we talk about vertical integration and
concentration of land ownership. If these trends are left to
continue, we may be looking at a very different agriculture.
The question that I have for the panel--and we'll open up to
the audience--"Are these trends as presented by Smith bad for
U.S. agriculture? Should the American public be concerned about
issues like vertical integration and resource concentration? Or is
this just the way things are? Are American farmers satisfied with
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the current system? Should we not interfere in issues like this so
long as agriculture is able to produce an adequate supply of food
and fiber?" We'll start at this end with Ray. Anyone may answer
if they would like. No one is obligated to answer. You did get
a free lunch out of it so maybe you should. Just kidding. Ray,
please start if you would like to make a comment.

Okay, I'll try here. One of the points that Neil Hamilton
raised this morning that I think is related to this is the stewardship
aspect. I just kind of liked the idea of the farmer living out on the
farm, owning the farm, or having--in my situation I have some
farmland that I rent to my brother. So my brother still has a
family connection with that land, along with the land he owns and
my mother owns. I tend to believe that he is going to be much
more careful with that land than the person who comes in and
pays cash rent for a one year period of time. And he perhaps
outbids the guy next door that I grew up with because he has
more cash available and he can pay the cash up front. I realize I
may not be real progressive, and there's a lot of people saying it
should go to the highest bidder--this is a capitalistic system and
let the market determine that--but I still kind of like the idea that
the individual with that connection to the land is going to take
better care of it. That kind of correlates to another point about
having agriculture or farmers relate to environmentalists. One of
the things we try to do is encourage discussion between farmers
and environmentalists because as we form policy, it is going to be
necessary for those two groups to have some sort of common
ground. The point that we try to make is that farmers are
environmentalists in the sense that they want to keep their well
water clean. They want to keep the erosion down to a minimum
because that is their means of production. They don't want to see
their top soil washed away. Thank you.
Participant:
I'd like to make a brief comment. I think a little something
towards this morning and that is after these big companies, ADM,
Kellogg's, and the other groups that have control of all this, the
purpose of it is for cheap food. That is what the public wants,
cheap, inexpensive food. And we're getting it right now. And
they are saying we are doing it because we've contracted out and
we can cut overhead and do some things of this type. I say once
you have those ten or twelve big conglomerates holding control
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over everything, the food prices will escalate and your menial
wage that you're going to be paying these fellows that are still out
there called farmers, you've taken away all of their independence-all kinds of incentives. I think you're moving in a direction more
like what the Russian Empire just came out of. Thank you.

Bryan
Petrucci:

Hon.
Wirsing:

This chart leads me to believe that someday down the road,
somebody is going to be out here marketing fertilizer to us as
consumers, because there is going to be no product that is going
to be developed in the middle. Somebody has got to produce
something of value that we can eat, clothe ourselves with, or
whatever else. I think that's maybe taking it to the extreme, but
I think if we look out there, you asked the question, namely, "are
farmers satisfied with the current system?" You could probably
have asked that back in 1910, and asked in 1950, and again in
1990, and the answer would still be: "No, not satisfied with it."
But I think we find it quite difficult to find farmers today who
would want to go back and farm like they did in 1930 or 1940.
That's not the ideal scene of having a few chickens, some ducks,
a few pigs and milk cows twice a day and whatever. I would say
they're satisfied with this compared to the way they used to do it.
Now, if we take this chart and move it all around another few
years then there's 4% in the farmer sector, one-half that there are
now. If you ask those one-half if they would like to go back, or
maybe they would because they are going to be forced out of
business, eaten up by the large farmer or something. So I don't
think they're satisfied with it, but they don't want to go back to
what there was before. Let me clarify one minute before we go
on. If we reach this point out here on the graph, what we are
talking about is essentially the market sector and the input sector
controlling agriculture--owning the land, owning the seed, owning
the equipment, selling the fertilizer to themselves, buying the grain
to feed back to their own animals, with farmers, literally tenants,
on what was once their own land. So maybe we didn't explain
that well enough. Dave?
If I had an hour, perhaps I could. I think there is something
on this chart that bothers me. I'm not sure if it gives a clear cut
picture. Back in the 1940's, the farm magazines used to talk
about the doctors owning more land in the 1940's than anybody
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else. To use that as an example, then, as we went into the 1950's,
which was a real depression period for agriculture, it was a time
when people, children coming, raised on the farm left the farm,
okay, because the profitability wasn't there. There wasn't space
for them to come into the family operation. It was one of the
most dramatic exodus of families from the farm to that point in
time that everybody experienced before. There were a couple
segments, a couple reasons for that One was World War II--a
major historical cause. Another was because we were moving
away from a large population involved in agriculture. A lot of
young men were drafted or volunteered to go into World War II.
They got off the farm, and they saw there was a different way to
make a living. And for some of them, they decided it was easier
to only work at that time six days a week and maybe 50 hours,
rather than seven days a week and 100 hours. And so that
caused--along with the dramatically reduced profitability and lack
of opportunity--people to stay within the family farm. My point
is that when I look at a chart like this, there's a lot of external
situations that have occurred in agriculture. But the bottom line
has been profitability. And it's already been alluded to the fact
that we have a cheap food policy in this country. It has been
forever. Farm programs support that. Farm programs support
cheap food, okay. And I think that as long as that's there, we will
continue to see--if there is not the profitability--we will continue
to see that.
There is another aspect of farming that this does not indicate.
There has been a dramatic diversification where people are
farming small acreage. Where the owner rents, there's nothing
wrong with renting farm land, but for many farmers that's the
cheapest route to go. Because they can't afford to own land; the
returns aren't there. Profitability once again. So I think we have
to look at all of those aspects of what is affecting the major
industry in our country. Cheap food policy, low profitability, the
inability to profit, and you know what, we're running out of
farmland. If you go back historically, if you wanted to go into
farming, you could conjure together about four pieces of
equipment. There was always some land around that somebody
wanted to rent to you. That's not the case today. So that's
another aspect to it. Karen?
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Well, as I look at this graph, I think it also demonstrates a
transformation of farming based on land tenure to farming based
on capital allocation. And as soon as we get involved in that kind
of system, well, we already are. If you look at the big meat
packing companies or processing companies, for example, two of
them are Cargill and Con Ag, where they are also in grain trade,
we already have cases where they are in the process of producing
grain to sell it to themselves to produce beef. And as soon as we
have that, we enter a phase of industrial agriculture that's very
similar to manufacturing, which seeks low wages. If you have a
wage-based system, you are going to look for the lowest wages
possible. We're already seeing in the development of NAFTA, for
example, the poultry industry establishing itself in Mexico. In the
1970's we received 5% of our frozen cauliflower and broccoli
from Mexico. Now I believe we receive 70% So I think we
placed ourselves in the situation of putting our food supply in the
hands of companies that are basically looking to maximize profit.
Several years ago, Dow Chemical was trying to figure out how to
make itself a national corporation. They were going to buy a little
island--charter themselves on this island--basically so that they
wouldn't have to be a corporate citizen of the United States. And
I think that some companies like Cargill, which up until very
recently, had no public disclosure of their assets because it was a
family held corporation. We are already in a situation where we
have very little control over our food system. I think we really do
have to fight to maintain spaces in our agriculture economy that
aren't subject to this incredible kind of monopolistic integration.
I had a couple of reactions and I'm not sure that they're
mutually consistent. One of them, if I tend to be concerned about
this suburban sprawl issue, then I need to be concerned about the
viability of communities and suburbs, and 1 also need to be
concerned about the viability of farming. It seems to me the best
way to assure some rational transition or growth process, or
whatever, is to make sure that the agriculture that is going on is
viable and hopefully making money and so forth. I wonder about
the spatial relationships here in terms of large versus small farms,
and what happens if we get some scattered divisions on the
landscape, and what that has to say about the viability of farming
in that kind of a situation. From another perspective, I also am
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concerned about the potential loss of diversity within the
Northeastern Illinois region. It's an area where we certainly do
have livestock, but we also have a lot of nurseries, sod farms and
people raising horses, and so the agricultural scene is somewhat
diverse, and I know nothing about the economy of those other
activities, but they would all be responding differently to some of
these trends we are talking about. Comments, questions?
Audience?
Christopher
Kelley:
I remember a few years ago when Mitch was putting together
an agricultural protection committee trying to designate areas for
preservation, and the DuPage section of the Chicago Tribune had
a guy who was on a centennial type of farm that stood there and
said "My land could grow horses just as easily as you grow pork."
And what that quote was meant was, "I want to give this back for
you, for my kids. Hey, my kids don't want a farm. My kids are
in Chicago where they are going to be computer technologists or
practicing law." And so on the one hand you have agricultural
preservation momentum. On the other hand, you've got the
circumstances where the economics say "it doesn't pay." And
when their neighbors are making umpteen dollars an acre and they
are only producing in terms of bushel dollars per acre, it's really
a question of, "Is government acting like the big father in this
case? What can I do with my land?"
Our next question that I am going to raise deals specifically
with land use and environmental protection issues. So before we
ask for comments for that, are there any more questions or
comments from the audience about the graph that we have and
about the vertical integration issues? Yes.
Participant:
I think we do have to keep in mind that the graph, to a
certain extent, misrepresents what agriculture is today as compared
to what it was in 1910 in the sense that today's food industry
brings an agricultural product to the marketplace. In 1990,
packaging value added convenience in the sense that we had
formerly determined the market value and also realized that there
is an additional cost for preparation and distribution at the
household level. Much of that preparation and convenience the
food service industry has added into that market sector is not a
subtraction from the farm sector, as it is an addition to the entire
agriculture industry.

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW

Brian
Petrucci:

Hon.
Wirsing:

(Vol. 14

In many ways this chart symbolizes progress to me, but it
also symbolizes a significant loss of income and economic
opportunity for farmers. So it's a question of which way do you
go? Any other questions? Dave, you look like you want to say
something.
Well, I think you know this whole discussion. All day long,
put this same day in a country like, let's say Russia. Have any of
us here experienced a lack of food on the table? Okay. Have any
of us ever experienced going into a grocery store and not seeing
thousands of food items, but perhaps a couple hundred--as a
matter of choice of items. To me, that's the bigger challenge. In
the whole agricultural picture we have abundance. So urban
sprawl--growing houses instead of corn or hogs--is okay. Because
historically, we have never had a food shortage in this country.
So we don't know what that is all about. What we're wrestling
with is that we are not sure how we deal with that issue, because
we are not sure how far we can go with loss of agricultural land,
and so on from that standpoint. I think that's the overriding issue
here that we do not recognize. Maybe one more question and
we'll shift gears.

Susan
Schneider:

I don't come here today as one person interested in law. I
come here interested in women's issues, and I am concerned and
I read Rachel Ann Rosenfield's autobiography here (or biography)
and I came earlier for the session on women's roles. With women
having particular concern in legal feminism, and more interest, I
think, than men probably on food safety, is there something or
some projects that can be done for women? Well, I will just
mention a couple of things that are happening. There is a group
called Mothers and Others who are less famous for their name, but
are more famous for the campaign they waged on Alar. They are
working now on a type of informed shopper campaign because
they have decided that consumers are going to drive choices about
food. And they are doing their best to educate consumers about
agriculture and its linkages in the food system and making good,
smart choices about food. I think one thing that is happening is
that the consumer link with farmers is becoming more direct. On
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a smaller scale, in Minnesota there are a number of examples of
community-supported agriculture, where groups of families
basically share the risk for production with a particular farmer
who promises to deliver good food to them during the growing
season. Ranging from that type of link all the way up to
something like the BGH response that consumers have manifested
recently with efforts to buy milk products that don't have BGH in
them, or from cows that have been given BGH. I don't think
there is a simple answer. These are just some of the things that
are seen out there.

Bryan
Petrucci:

Let me ask another question. Then we'll shift to the land use
issue. This is a project that was recently completed by the
American Farmland Trust and Northern Illinois University. This
may not be really too easy to see, but the color is what is
important. This chart shows how urban growth is threatening
some of the most productive farmland in the United States. Folks,
this is on the maps that I handed out to you. Each of the counties
colored on this map are urban influence towns. Orange and red
are those are counties with an especially fast growth rate and
produce a high percentage of agricultural products. In all of these
areas, farmland is being lost to the government at an alarming
rate. Our best estimates gauge these losses as being the one to
two million acres per year rate. What we found most startling
about this is that 56% of all United States agricultural production
comes from within the urban counties, which are located on the
edge of cities. More startling, 79% of all of our milk products
and 86% of all our domestically grown fruits and vegetables come
from these areas as well. And you can see the clusters,
particularly where the red and orange are. There is a cluster of
counties around Chicago metropolitan area, around MinneapolisSt. Paul area, and on the western shore of Michigan. There is a
significant amount of food and vegetable production competing
with second homes and summer homes.
I will also point your attention to Florida and California. In
many instances, if we lose the ability to produce fruit in places
like California and Florida, we lose the ability to grow our winter
supply of domestic fruits and vegetables. In essence, if urban
development takes over here and takes over there, the only place
that we have to go for those food products is out of the country.
And I am not sure--just like the American farmer I trust aren't
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sure--if that's an acceptable tradeoff. Here's the question. From
a standpoint of domestic fruits, should we be trying to protect our
agricultural resource base to ensure a stable and healthy food
supply, or should we just accept the fact that we live in a global
economy, so that it doesn't really make any difference where our
food comes from and who grows it, so long as it is cheap and
available? Doug, Comments?

Douglas
Daschner:

Hon.
Wirsing:

As our urban growth is moving out here to Dekalb county
from the Chicago area, what have we seen happen? We have
Christmas tree farms, we have pumpkin farms, we have nurseries,
agricultural production that provides gross revenues that we did
not have 15 or 20 years ago. So the corn, soybeans and livestock
are going to get pushed out further someplace else. I am saying
that we are still going to have the productive capacity. If you
think I disagree with Dave a little bit (who says we're running out
of land), well yes, we're running out of land to grow corn and
soybeans in eastern DeKalb county. But there's a lot of land in
this country. Some of it doesn't look real great right now. You
fly over it and it looks like desert. But I think that we've got the
capability and the technology if you put water to that. Water and
some nutrients and you've got some productive capacity. Just
look what they've done in the Middle East. They can turn a
desert into greenery. I think we can do some of those things here.
So I am not so worried about this little square piece of land here
that is lost forever and we'll never have food production from it.
Yes, I think we ought*to continue to do that in the United States
for our food security purposes. But there are some places in
Southern California, Florida, and Texas that are not producing a
product now that could made into that. There would be a cost,
but we can still do it. Dave, comment?
Sure. I guess because of the shortage of time, Doug, I didn't
get a chance to embellish upon what I had said. Where we are
right now, yes. For someone who is looking for land, it is very
difficult to come by under our current situation. One of the points
I wanted to make was that historically, agriculture, probably more
than any other industry in this country, has been very adaptable-very quick to deal with its own problems and situations. That
meant (because of lack of profitabilities) to move to larger sizes
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with a slimmer profit to maintain, to diversify or not to diversify,
maybe strictly in agriculture crops, but to diversify into other
areas. Take assets from the farming operation and delve into
other businesses or other areas. And yes, we may be at a point
where we are going to start looking at land that we know in
agriculture that well, we can grow certain vegetables in water-simply in water. We don't need any soil. Just feed them
intravenously. That capability and possibility is there. We've got
that. We're not prepared, or the bomb hasn't dropped that says,
"gosh we need to start expanding and doing some
major research
in those areas." John?
I do believe we can adapt to this. We heard way back again
in the 1800's, Maltese said we are going to run out of food. It
wasn't too many, 20 or 30 years ago, we were told that we were
going to run out of land. We didn't have any more that we could
develop and we have been able to adapt and do that. As I was
making an earlier presentation, I traded my first commodity in
1960. I called the fellow that was doing it and I said, "What do
you do?" He said, "Well, give me your name, address and
telephone number, and they'll ask for a check after a while."
Today, to open an account you have to sign 16 times, read 21
pages and keep the other side of the agreement. We adapt, and I
think that we will continue to adapt in whatever area of business
we are involved in.
Since I am from downstate Illinois, we don't really see this
as too big of a problem, but a couple of experiences that I have
had make me think it is going to become a problem down the
road. I don't know how many of you are familiar with the
Diamond Star Plant that went up in Bloomington. This was back
in the 1980's when I was one of those people saying we have got
to protect those farmers that are going broke. Why don't they
spend some of that money and buy the land from the farmer that's
going broke rather than from a dentist who owns 4,000 acres out
there? That particular plant has put a real strain on the water
supply system in that area. It has added to the community (there's
a lot of new houses and everything) but there is some of the best
farm land in that area. My second point is, I grew up in Odell,
which is near Pontiac, right on Interstate 55, and we are now
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getting people moving to Odell, which is 90 miles from the Loop,
and are commuting to Chicago because they don't mind the drive.
It is not that much longer than where they may have to drive in
the suburbs, and really the cost is a lot cheaper. So you are going
to see further sprawl, whereas a few years ago we would not have
even thought that.
Well, to the extent that one of the things that people are
trying to do to change the agriculture system is to have more
direct consumer producer links, a lot of what happens in that
farmland right around cities. That is where direct marketing can
take place. And I think the average distance food travels now is
between 1500 to 2000 miles. And if we are going to forestall that
kind of thing, we need to maintain farmland around our cities that
can produce--locally produce food for local consumption. On a
broader scale, the whole question of national food security--again,
looking at NAFTA--Mexico is a country that is dependent on corn
as their basic staple, and the government has policies to support
corn production there. NAFTA basically guts those policies.
People are going to say "Well, we'll just buy corn from the
United States and then we'll sell fruits and vegetables to the
United States." Countries like Brazil also, you know we're
switching over kind of globally from national food security
strategy in a number of places to this "we'll just shift food back
and forth." And I think if we do this to land in Florida and
California, we are looking at importing a majority of our winter
fruits and vegetables. And again, with the issues of food safety
and inspection, and all kinds of things (the pesticide residues that
will be acceptable in the gap) we have less control over our food
system. And other countries have less control over their food
system. What happens to Mexico if we decide this year that we
have a drought in corn and we are not going to ship it? It's not
something they expect us to ship. So I think across the board it
is a bad strategy not to protect farmland and to go for that kind of
comparative advantage.

Richard
Mariner:

I agree with that, and my organization does not have a policy
on food security we have really considered. It does concern me
that we are placing at risk--and in effect are closing--fairly
significant areas of high quality farmland, soil and resources that
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cannot be replaced. And the way we undertake development is
done in such a way that often we are squandering that resource.
And I would hope that where the action is at the local level,
having this local level for those who are making land use plans or
making land use decisions will take those factors into account.
Christopher
Kelley:
Well, I guess I could just comment. I think it is not a
question of population. People are living longer. People are
going to continue to have babies. They are not going to want to
move 700 miles from where they grew up. Transportation
structure is going to develop, ideally so that people still want to
commute to work. I think it is a question of density. The real
problem is not in sprawl as much as it is in per capita income
consumption. If we have all kinds of plans; if people just live
closer together; planning is now turning towards this kind of
jargon. It is a real traditional concept, where people are wanting
to live in clusters because it's more cost effective in terms of
providing infrastructure, but also it is more cost effective. It is
less expansive in terms of consumption of land, and this idea of
nice cul-de-sacs or an acre and a half of estate living is all very
smart of you, but for some reason people living in gridlocks of
lots since the Venetian times--it seems to work. It creates a
neighborhoodness. It, again, is more cost effective in terms of
providing services if we can convince people that they don't need
to live in a sprawled area, can live closer together, and you won't
consume the land in such a rate as we are now. I'm not going to
quote from clients (I don't remember exactly) but there were some
astounding numbers in terms of percentage of land taken versus
percentage of population growth. Five percent population growth,
55% land consumption. In the Northeastern Illinois area, all the
way far west as Malta and as far north as McHenry County, into
Will County, people want to live on larger lots. And that's what
is consuming the land. If you can just control it, orient it towards
where other people live, we wouldn't be in such a state of panic.
Comments?
Participant:
Yes sir. It just occurred to me, to relate back to your
argument, that the entire population of the United States would be
comfortably accommodated in one enormously tall building. I
would rather die by taking poison rather than live in a place like
that. I don't know how people do that. I live in the middle of a
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cornfield.

I would like to think that there are ways to do good planning
and provide for people with a wide range of options to live in the
way they choose. You remember that map that I had up on the
screen that showed the agricultural area, the white area on that
map would provide an enormous envelope for new development,
more inconceivable growth in this region in 20 or 30 years. Now
I think there are a lot of options here that we can work out.
Anything else?
Participant:
As a consumer, I would prefer fresh fruits and vegetables-quality food. If I have to pay a little bit more, fine. But to eat
where there is cheap food? As a consumer, I would rather have
quality and freshness. I think the public is getting more in tune
on the quality of food and ways for a farmer to be informed.
We'll set coalitions to continue that quality.
Bryan
Petrucci:
Let's move on. We have heard a lot today about changes in
farm policy and particularly the 1995 farm bill. This is an excerpt
from a publication by Thomas Dowt, a columnist from South
Dowt believes that changes in
Dakota State University.
agricultural policy will occur. The question is, "will this change
be radical, where essentially we throw out the old farm support
structures and replace them with something new, or will the
change be marginal, where we keep the old structures but continue
to make adjustments and improvements?" We've talked about the
fact of whether or not farmers were satisfied. Ray brought up the
concept--the new concept--for farm program policy called revenue
assurance, which was developed by the Iowa farmbill study team.
A group of Iowa farm organizations--commodity organizations-that came up with the proposal that essentially said: "Farm
programs aren't working. What we need is a base level of
support, and we will trade all the programs today if the
government agreed to give us 70% of our base income, no matter
*what." That's a radical proposal. The question is, "Are United
States farmers ready for major change in agricultural policy? Do
they advocate marginal change, or are they happy with the way
things are? How much change are they willing to support and
accept?" Dave?
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Wirsing:

Karen
Lehman:

Well, as I said earlier, the United States farmer has been, I
guess, willing to change and adapt. The bottom line is that
farming is a business and there has to be a profitability factor, no
matter how great or slim that may be. That will always be the
driving force for ultimate change as I see it. I guess if I were to
assess, do farmers want change? No, none of us want change.
We do a whole lot of things everyday to prevent change from
happening. Even though we change everyday--we get one day
older. I think that is really the direction that is what we are going
to see in agriculture. As I said earlier, we are seeing dramatic
changes in agriculture. Probably more than in any other industry
over the years. The ability for the industry to adapt and to
continue? The bottom line is to continue to produce not only
quantity of food, but pretty good quality of food. And if I use
reduced prices at better than cheap, cheap is based on a worldwide
comparison rather than countries. This is the cheapest place you
can buy food anywhere in the world. So that is where I base that
on. That's a tough question--to say whether to make an
assessment, whether agriculture is prepared or wants changes, is
the question asked. I think the American farmer is always
prepared to adapt. Maybe that's the best way for me to approach
it.

Well, my question is, "do farmers have the political clout to
make the change if they want to or not, or to stop the change from
happening if they didn't want it to happen?" I think not. I think
that there is still a lot of power in commodity groups, but they are
increasing because farmer's numbers have dwindled, and it's
going to be difficult to have a farmer-oriented approach to farm
policy in the future. I would say that (although I might want the
more radical change) I think the marginal change scenario is
where we are going to be, because if you look at what happened
in the GATT negotiations, both the United States and Europe
maintained what is in effect their deficiency payment program as
being legal in GATT. What they did was say we might cut farm
programs, but we'll keep the ones that are most expensive, and
say that anyone can do those, which means that the only
restriction will be budgetary restrictions in the future. It's going
to end up a budget fight, and we know when you get into

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW

[Vol. 14

Congress and you start fighting over budgets, somebody gets their
little piece here, somebody gets their piece there, etc. I think
there was an opportunity in the GATT negotiations to set a
framework for a radical change, but it didn't happen.

Douglas
Daschner:

John
Dlabal:

Farmers really like to adapt, but goodness gracious, what's
happened over the last three decades? In the 1950's, you got soil
and you don't produce, and farmers tried to adapt to that. Then
when you turn around and say, okay, you may plant now, and
over the course of years you try to adapt to that and get geared up
for that capacity, and then say now let's go to conservation
resourceful and let's take acreage out of production. I think what
they say is we'd like some change and be flexible, but this
whipsaw back and forth over time doesn't allow them the
opportunity to adapt and prosper with that adaptation. That, plus
the skepticism. We just can't believe a farm program can be
legislated that will be practical and will solve some of those
problems that we currently have. So this skepticism about
government beginning to make State Department decisions or
political decisions that impact the structure of agriculture, that's
why they (from the ones I know) would probably prefer the
marginal change, but know that there needs to be some change.
Yes, I think that change is inevitable. Dave made a comment
about the boys coming back from the service after they had
learned a different way of life and decided not to go back to the
farm. During that period of time I farmed with four mules--would
get up at 4:00 in the morning and harness them up. I was happy
as the dickens to get out of that kind of foolishness. And there
were a lot of farmers that left at that particular period of time.
Today, when you crawl into a new, several thousand series John
Deere tractor with air conditioning, you can get in there with a
suit on and go out and operate day and night in Cadillac or
Lincoln Continental comfort. And I said that there's a lot of
people that love farming today because of all those changes. It's
kind of made it fun. You're going to find an operator to do that.
When you were working on the other end of a hoe handle, it was
hard to find a lot of real happy operators.
There's a lot of farmers that oppose the idea of farm
programs. They say we're independent. We outproduce any
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Bryan
Petrucci:

country in the world. We can be competitive. Yet they are the
first ones who sign up for the farm program and collect the
checks. So they are not really consistent in their approach on that.
I think farmers generally like the idea that there is a support
system. The idea that we we're discussing--that 70% level--my
fear is that within a few years you would have farmers earning
exactly 70% of what they are earning now, because the market
would drive the prices down to that level. You are not going to
have the supply control system in place. Questions, comments?

Well, let's continue talking about change. And let's look at
the change in some numbers, such as the change in numbers of
farms. The next two overheads are taken fiom 1987 and 1992
United States census data. As you can see, the loss in farm
numbers over the last 30 years has been dramatic. Since 1959,
economic factors have cut the number of Illinois farms by
essentially one-half. In the United States we have something like
two million farms left and less than 2% of the population are
directly involved in farming. Some experts feel that United States
farm numbers will drop to around 200,000 before these trends are
finished. If you look at the size of farms being lost, these trends
are really startling.
Let me change graphs quickly. This is some data specific to
Illinois. In Illinois, small to moderate size farms took their
greatest losses between 1982 and 1987, and when I say small to
moderate size, I'm talking about anything that is I to 499 acre
ranking. Notice that the average farm size in Illinois, which I
read, is 350 acres. It sounds low. It took the greatest hit of the
15.8% loss in that five-year period. The trend in number of acres
per farm is climbing with farms in the 1,000 acre plus range
becoming more and more common, which is very common here
in Dekalb county. You can see it all over the place. Farm
ownership, however, shows that most of the farms in Illinois are
still sold for private ownership--85%, with very few registered as
actual corporate farms. What we have in the state iscessentially
a trend toward very large operations run in partnership by
extensive families. That dispels some of the myths that every
farm out there is a corporate farm or under foreign ownership.
Also, the majority of Illinois farm owners are not young. A full
45% of Illinois farms will be in the position to change hands over
the next 20 years. These bottom two tiers, age 55 and over 65,
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45% will go to someone else, either through death or through
transfer. The question is, "who is going to own these farms in the
future?" I think that relates very much back to the factor of if we
have a structural problem where young farmers and even
established farmers can't compete for land ownership. Where is
that land? Who is going to have that property?
Wendell Bering tells a very interesting story about a meeting
of farm owners in Kentucky. He was telling these farmers why
it's okay not to own land anymore. If you can't own it, you can
always go out and rent it. And one of these farmers stood up and
he said, "You know, you are right, but my great grand daddy
didn't come to live in this country to rent farmland." I think that
is a very telling indication of the ethic that has driven American
agriculture, and a sad commentary of where we are today.
Question: Does it matter how many active farms we have in the
future? Should we be trying to stabilize farm numbers, or should
this not be a public concern? Also, what does this shrinking
number of farms mean for small, rural communities? Dick, we'll
start with you.

Richard
Mariner:

Karen
Lehman:

I would like to start with, first of all, some of the comments
I.made earlier. Stability of agriculture--related to the growth of
municipalities--is maybe an issue here, but my main concern is
really probably related to the stewardship issue we discussed
before, and our ability to sustain our high quality environment.
Given those two approaches, I am not sure now what the answer
is.
I think part of this answer to this question is what is our
vision for not just rural communities, but our society as a whole.
I mean, do we want to have rural communities that are just, you
know, the gems in the crown of tourism that depopulated? Some
of them are like spun-off industrial zones. I think this is not just
an issue for the United States, but it is an issue globally. One of
the reasons I really liked (I lived in Mexico for four years) and
one thing that was very important, I think, about Mexico was that
there are very vital rural communities in Mexico. The countryside
is populated and it creates a relationship with urban areas that, I
think, we have lost. You know, I am beginning to focus more on
the urban-rural relationship almost more than I am on agriculture
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or just on rural communities. Because if you look at the society
as a whole; in a depression, a lot of people in urban areas went
back to farms because that is where they could eat. If we
eliminate those kinds of resource-based rural economies which are
based on family farms, I think that we are basically cutting off a
lifeline for employment in the future, because we know that
economic development happens, in a sense, growing from within.
It happens from the development of small businesses in which the
past have been related to agriculture, that become larger industries.
When we lost that family farm base, we lost the base for a lot of
rural enterprise as well. And so the first task, I think, is to figure
out how to regenerate resource-based economies and countrysides-especially in agriculture, and also to stable forestry in order to
have economic activity in our society that's diverse. Therefore,
we can weather some of the economic and other storms that we
are liable to face.
Well, I would certainly like to see our farms maintained and
agriculture maintained in some way, shape or form. I certainly
can't disagree with that. As I look at this question, one of my
concerns is that I guess (probably because I have been in
agriculture all my life) in my opinion there is no better place to
raise a family than in the farm atmosphere. But the reality is that
my four children are not on the family farm. Two out of the four
are actively involved in farming operations--not ours, not theirs
either--but they are managing somebody else's assets. One of our
children is in the agri-business area. And the fourth, we are not
sure what happened to Sue, but she is not in agriculture at all.
But anyhow, tongue in cheek, folks. Okay, but I think that as we
look at this, and my concern is, as soon as we start saying we are
going to maintain a part of an industry, we're going to stop it in
space. That's really the challenge. What does that mean? Does
it mean government comes in and says: "These are the rules.
Your ownership of the farm that you've owned--that the family
has owned--for 200 years, or whatever it may be, now comes
under the auspices of laws set by government." That's the
challenge. That's the concern. Because how do you direct to
make those changes? Example: farm programs. We had some
talk about farmers signing up for farm programs. I'm old enough
to remember when farm programs came into play, and the major
in my lifetime was in the 1960's when Kennedy was President.
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It was as if someone went into farming and signed up in the farm
program. There was a lot of farmers in the community who did
not sign up, and they looked upon those who did as taking
welfare. Today it's okay that a farm program is a part of the
business. So there's been that change, and I'm not sure whether
agriculture is prepared to go beyond that and let government come
in and make some of their decisions for them. I think that is the
challenge. I don't have an answer. Philosophically, I agree that
it would be nice to stop some things that are good in place,
perhaps, but how do we do that?
Real quickly, since we are running out of time. Larry, who
I'm sitting in for, asked the question, "would you rather sell
tractors to ten farmers farming 500 acres, or one farmer farming
5,000 acres?" And I think he could ask that question across the
board; to the grocery store or the hardware store--all along. When
we lose farmers, the community suffers as well. John?
Again, very quickly, I think when all of the land falls into the
hands of the very few, you bring on a social unrest. I don't see
that occurring here, but you don't have to look too far to the
southern hemisphere to see a lot of these kinds of problems. I
would like to see this slow down to a degree; that this type of evil
will not become to be borne upon myself, my children or their
children.

Brian
Petrucci:

Just picture Cargill holding farmland in Illinois. All of a
sudden the farm worker's union, or whatever, is going out on
strike for a year. I mean, when you have that much control,
things like that may happen. Who knows? Because maybe it's
over health benefits. Whatever. You don't have the pure
competition that you have today. Karen mentioned about the
people going back to the farms so that they could eat. What they
are doing now is going off the farms so they can eat. So many of
the spouses have taken jobs off the farm. We heard this morning
about the dollars. There's much more off-farm incomes as part of
the family mix. But this sociological aspect is one we have not
touched upon. We talked about a lot of economics. If we think
back to the rural communities we grew up in, who were the
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mainstays? Who were the roots of the community? Is it the
people who own the land that stayed there? The merchants that
had the building and businesses there? They were the fabrics of
the community. Well, merchants were gone, or on their way out.
And now the spouses have gone off the farm to someplace else.
Now we have these people driving 90 miles to commute. Who is
there to provide the long-term decisions on the school board?
Who is there to run the communities? Who is there to provide the
guidance to the youth through coaching the little league teams or
whatever else? And that, to me, is another whole realm of
problems that we have in our society that is the demise in the
small world communities. That wasn't an answer to anything. It
certainly raised more questions. Any comments?
Participant:
I'm one of the people that are adding to the problem here.
I own two farms. I can't rent them. I'm able to avoid risk by
doing that, but it seems that it puts all risk on to the farmer.
Better market forces, and it seems more as we go towards the
trend of getting away from family farming to leasing tenant
farming, that more and more risk is put upon the farmer. I just
wanted to make a comment.
See, I don't think there is anything wrong with renting land,
okay, because we have all kinds of freedoms still yet in this
country. I think some people who went through the whole time
of work and have rented land, that's how they made their income,
and then they took those net dollars and did what they wanted to
do with them. They didn't just not want to own farmland. If you
look at the economics of farming, it is very difficult to pay $3,000
or $4,000 an acre for land, make the payments, and earn a living
off an acre of land under the current economic situation. It's been
that way for many years. Agriculture in this country has had to
rely on the non-farm ownership. So if I wanted to own 100 acres,
the first thing I had to do was to earn the income, generate the
dollars to buy the 100 acres, then rent the land. I then wanted to
rent land greater than 100 acres--either economically I needed to,
or I just wanted to--then I still had to rely on non-farm ownership
for that land that's available, because it is a lower risk value. And
that has been, in my opinion, one of the real pluses of agriculture
in this country. The ability for people who wanted to invest with
that 1 to 3% return on their investment, who wanted to invest
their dollars in agriculture. That is one of the phenomena that we
are seeing in agriculture today and that I alluded to earlier--those
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large family partnerships. A good example is here in DeKalb
county. Farmers are expanding beyond just being involved in the
farm. Their spouses have gone into other businesses. Their
spouses are in a profession off of the farm. The business itself is
invested. You have got to remember, it's still a business, as any
other business is, and that's diversity. So I don't know if that
eludes to what you were saying, but I don't think it is anything to
be ashamed about--renting land.

We are out of time, folks. Any closing comments, questions?
Thank you very much for coming, and let's give our panelists a
round of applause. Professor Luna, would you like to close?
Professor
Luna:
Thank you to the presenters for offering some cogent answers
to some difficult issues--intricate determinations. Thank you to
the audience as well. It was a privilege having everyone here.

